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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's fina
rejection of clains 1 through 18, which are all of the clains
pending in this application.

Appellant's invention relates to an el ectrical connector
with grooves between termnal contacts. Claim1is illustrative
of the clainmed invention, and it reads as foll ows:

1. An el ectrical connector for receiving a mating el ectrical
connector of the type having a plurality of spaced apart
termnals, the electrical connector conprising:

a housi ng;

a substratum di sposed in said housing and defining a
surface;
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a plurality of spaced apart term nal contacts di sposed on
said surface of said substratumand termnating in a plurality of
solder-tails, said termnal contacts corresponding in nunber to
the plurality of terminals of the mating el ectrical connector,
each of said termnal contacts having a contact surface that is
rai sed fromsaid substratum surface to define an el evated area
wherein said contact surface extends the entire wdth of said
el evated area; and

a channel fornmed in said substratum surface adjacent each of
said term nal contacts.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the

exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed clains are:

Andrews, Jr. et al. (Andrews) 4,392, 705 Jul . 12, 1983
Kouri nsky et al. (Kourinsky)" 4,483, 581 Nov. 20, 1984
| naoka 5, 380, 225 Jan. 10, 1995

Clainms 1 through 3, 6, 7, 9, and 10 stand rejected under 35
US. C 8 102(e) as being anticipated by I naoka.

Clains 1 through 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Andrews in view of |naoka.

Reference is nade to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 8,
mai |l ed July 14, 1999) for the examner's conplete reasoning in
support of the rejections, and to appellant's Brief (Paper No. 7,
filed April 22, 1999) and Reply Brief (Paper No. 9, filed
Sept enber 14, 1999) for appellant's argunents thereagainst.

OPI NI ON

Y This patent was not applied in the statement of the rejection of the

clains but was referenced by the exam ner in the explanation of the rejection
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We have carefully considered the clains, the applied prior
art references, and the respective positions articul ated by
appel l ant and the exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we
wll affirmthe anticipation rejection of clains 1 through 3, 6,
7, 9, and 10 but reverse the obviousness rejection of clains 1
t hrough 18.

Appel l ant (Brief, page 5) argues that Inaoka fails to
di scl ose a channel or notch "adjacent each of said termna
contacts,” as required by independent clains 1 and 6. More
specifically, appellant explains (Brief, pages 5-6) that |naoka
i ncludes term nal contacts in each body recess (or channel) as
wel | as on each body projection, the termnal contacts in the
body recesses do not have channel s adjacent to them and,
therefore, there is not a channel or notch adjacent to each
contact. Appellant thus concludes that |naoka cannot anticipate
t he cl ai ns.

We agree with appellant that |naoka includes contacts which
are in the channels and not adjacent to channels. However,
clains 1 and 6 do not preclude such contacts. Caim1, for
exanple, recites "a plurality of spaced apart term nal contacts
di sposed on said surface of said substratunt and "a channel
formed in said substratum surface adjacent each of said term na

contacts.” The contacts on the projections are a plurality of
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spaced apart term nal contacts, and adjacent each of the
af orenenti oned contacts is a channel. The channels need only be
adj acent "said" contact terminals, wherein said contact termnals
are the plurality. Wthin the channels is another plurality of
term nal contacts which are not adjacent to channels. By using
the word "conprising,"” appellant has allowed for the inclusion of
a second plurality of termnal contacts such as those within the
channel s of Inaoka. Thus, we are unpersuaded by appellant's
argunent, and find that |Inaoka neets the | anguage of clains 1 and
6. As appellant has provided no further argunents regarding the
anticipation rejection, we will sustain the rejection of clains 1
and 6 and the clains grouped therewith, clains 2, 3, 7, 9, and
10, over | naoka.

In addition to the anticipation rejection discussed supra,
the exam ner has rejected all of the clains under 35 U.S.C. § 103
over Andrews in view of |Inaoka. The exam ner contends that
Andrews includes all of the claimlimtations except for the
contact surface extending across the entire wwdth of the el evated
area, which appears in each of the independent clains. To renedy
this deficiency, the exam ner includes |naoka, asserting (Answer,
pages 6-7) that:

Al t hough I naoka is silent as to why the contact surface

extends the entire width of the elevated area, it would

have been obvious . . . to extend the contact surface
to the entire width of the el evated area for the
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pur pose of providing a | arger contact surface since it

was known in the art that covering the entire wi dth of

the elevated area wth a conductive el enent woul d

provide a better contact surface and elimnate the

termnal msregistration or msalignnment during the

insertion of the mating term nal.
However, as pointed out by appellant (Brief, pages 7-8), when the
two portions of Andrews' connector come together, there is a
close fit between the ribs and the opposing recesses. Thus,
Andrews' connector has no problemw th m sregistration and,
t herefore, would not benefit from extending the contact term nal
across the entire width of the elevated area. Accordingly, there
is no notivation to conbine the teachings of |Inaoka with those of
Andrews. Consequently, the exam ner has failed to establish a
prima facie case of obviousness, so we cannot sustain the
obvi ousness rejection of clains 1 through 18. ?

CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clainms 1 through 3,
6, 7, 9, and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 8 102 is affirnmed. The decision
of the exam ner rejecting clainms 1 through 18 under 35 U.S. C
8 103 is reversed. As at |east one rejection has been affirned
for some but not all of the clainms, the decision of the exam ner

is affirmed-in-part.

2 W note that al t hough we have found that |naoka al one anti ci pates

sone of the clains, and thus would al so render obvious the same clainms, the
conbi nati on of Andrews and | naoka, as presented by the exaniner, fails to
render obvi ous any of the clains.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal

§ 1.136(a).
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